Researchers have long studied the links between neighborhood contexts and adolescent behaviors. However, most literature examining neighborhood influences on juvenile behavior has focused on urban and semiurban populations. When these urban-centric models are applied to rural populations, results are generally mixed and often contradictory to patterns established in urban populations. The current study tested an alternative model for predicting juvenile problem behaviors in rural areas by examining the validity of previously conceptualized neighborhood collective efficacy in rural schools. A construct of school collective efficacy (Williams & Guerra, 2011) was supported in this sample, and this construct was significantly negatively correlated to self-reported adolescent problem behaviors. As hypothesized, school collective efficacy was more strongly related to self-reported problem behaviors than neighborhood collective efficacy for this sample. Directions for future research and implications for policies are discussed.
A number of social contexts, including schools, families, peer groups, and neighborhoods, have significant impacts on adolescent development and growth (Bronfenbrenner, 1986) . Models of neighborhood influence, traditionally based on dense urban neighborhoods, have been repeatedly shown to have a particular influence on adolescent delinquent behaviors (e.g., Browning & Jackson, 2013; Duncan, Duncan, Okut, Strycker, & Hix-Small, 2003; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997) . However, these same models of neighborhood influence have been shown to poorly and inconsistently generalize to rural areas (Barnett & Mencken, 2002; Bouffard & Muftić, 2006; Domoff, Hayman, & Tompsett, 2012; Osgood & Chambers, 2000; Wells & Weisheit, 2004; Witherspoon & Ennett, 2011) . Given that one fifth of the nation's population resides in rural areas (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016) and that rural crime is increasing (National Gang Intelligence Center, 2009 ), a better model is needed to guide research on community influence on juvenile delinquency in rural areas.
Collective Efficacy
Collective efficacy, first introduced by Sampson et al. (1997) , is one of the most prominent theories of neighborhood influence on juvenile outcomes. Collective efficacy is a social construct that partially explains how demographic characteristics of neighborhoods, such as concentrated disadvantage, ethnic heterogeneity, and concentrated immigration, lead to higher rates of neighborhood crime (Sampson et al., 1997) . The construct of collective efficacy is comprised of two subscales: social cohesion, defined as the mutual trust and values shared by neighborhood residents, and informal social control, defined as the shared willingness of residents to intervene for the common good of the neighborhood. Researchers have found consistent support for the importance of neighborhood collective efficacy in explaining juvenile delinquency, although studies have been almost exclusively conducted in urban areas (Browning et al., 2013; Duncan et al., 2003; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Mazerolle, Wickes, & McBroom, 2010) .
Collective Efficacy in Rural Areas
The construct of collective efficacy was developed using the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, a seminal study of neighborhoods in the metropolitan Chicago area (Sampson et al., 1997) . Even prior to Sampson et al.' s conceptualization of collective efficacy, studies of community-level effects on delinquency focused on urban neighborhoods (Shaw & McKay, 1942) . Overall, the majority of later studies of collective efficacy also used urban samples (e.g., Duncan et al., 2003) . However, research suggests that community-level constructs developed in cities, such as collective efficacy, do not always yield similar patterns of findings in rural areas (Barnett et al., 2002; Wells et al., 2004) . Research on communities have found divergence between rural and urban areas on the effects of community poverty (Bouffard et al., 2006; Odgers et al., 2009; Osgood et al., 2000) , the definition of a construct of concentrated disadvantage (Witherspoon et al., 2011) , and the effects of ethnic heterogeneity (Domoff et al., 2012) , suggesting that constructs developed to describe social processes in urban neighborhoods do not generalize well to rural populations.
One potential reason for conflicting findings in research on rural neighborhood constructs is the difficulty in defining the rural neighborhood. In one literature review, Marco and Marco (2010) summarized five ways in which neighborhood has been operationalized in rural areas, noting that each approach to defining a rural neighborhood has advantages and disadvantages and is best suited for different research questions. Examples of operationalizing rural neighborhoods include using census tracts and block groups, asking respondents to self-report on the area they consider to be their neighborhood and asking participants to consider their neighborhood to be everything within a certain mile radius. Self-reported neighborhoods were suggested by Marco et al. (2010) to be best suited for research questions assessing the influences of perceived neighborhood characteristics on psychological or behavioral outcomes.
Even after operationalizing a rural area as a neighborhood, additional difficulties arise in obtaining data on objective characteristics of that neighborhood. Self-defined neighborhood boundaries rarely line up with formal Census tract boundaries, complicating the analysis of participant reports of neighborhood characteristics in conjunction with Census data on neighborhoods (Marco et al., 2010; Roosa, White, Zeiders, & Tein, 2009 ). Overall, Marco et al. (2010) strongly emphasized that urban-centric constructs, such as collective efficacy, do not always translate well into rural communities. Given this conclusion, neighborhood and juvenile delinquency researchers are left to determine new approaches for studying neighborhood effects in rural areas.
Schools as Communities
Similar to neighborhoods, schools function as important contexts shaping the development of children, and research on characteristics of school settings is growing. Schools act as the primary site of peer socialization for children (Battistich & Hom, 1997) and are likely the principal settings in which children first encounter peer influences, structure, and collective environmental effects. Recently there has been an increase in research adapting constructs developed in neighborhood research to the school setting, opening the door to a more nuanced understanding of the ways in which schools function as contexts shaping behavior.
Some researchers have explicitly adapted constructs developed to describe neighborhoods to describe school contexts instead, including Sampson et al.'s (1997) collective efficacy construct and similar neighborhood variables. These adapted constructs include school collective efficacy (Plank, Bradshaw, & Young, 2009; Sapouna, 2010; Williams & Guerra, 2011) , school social control (Ellonen, 2008) , and school social cohesion (Oder, 2005) . Factor analyses on these measures of school collective efficacy have yielded factors comparable with Sampson et al.'s (1997) social cohesion and informal social control, providing support for the validity of these constructs in the school setting. Both Sapouna (2010) and Williams et al. (2011) found a significant relationship between levels of school collective efficacy and bullying in the school, with higher reports of collective efficacy related to fewer instances of bullying. However, these studies focused on how school-level collective efficacy influenced school-level behavior, and neither included any out-of-school outcomes, such as delinquency. Without examining out-of-school behaviors, it is unclear what, if any, impact school-level collective efficacy may have on adolescents' overall behavior.
Collective Efficacy in Rural Schools: An Alternative Model
It is apparent that neighborhood models developed in urban areas do not clearly generalize to rural areas. In rural areas, youth are likely to spend more time in school settings than in neighborhood settings when compared with their urban or suburban counterparts. This is likely because in many rural areas there are few to no other places, outside the school and school functions, for adolescents to spend their time. Schools often play a central role in rural communities, serving many functions in addition to providing education; for example, serving as sites for bridal showers, carnivals, or Friday night football games. It may be possible that schools function as a clearer community-level construct than do neighborhoods in rural areas; therefore, research examining community-level effects on youth may yield more consistent results in rural areas if the community is redefined around the school setting. This positions the school as an optimal site of influence on local youth. Also, unlike the ambiguous and vague definitions of neighborhoods found in previous rural literature concerning these constructs, a school is a clearly defined social environment. For example, considering whether a peer technically lives in one's neighborhood may be a challenging question for many rural youth, yet they can easily identify whether the same peer is a student at their school.
The current study proposes an alternative model of delinquency in rural areas following these three points taken from the review of the literature: (a) schools have been shown to act as social communities (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, & Schaps, 1995) , even more specifically as neighborhoods (Crosnoe, 2004); (b) traditional neighborhoods can be difficult to conceptualize in rural areas (Marco et al., 2010) ; and (c) constructs developed in cities do not always yield similar patterns of findings in rural areas (Barnett et al., 2002; Bouffard et al., 2006; Domoff et al., 2012; Osgood et al., 2000; Wells et al., 2004; Witherspoon et al., 2011) . These findings lead to the conclusion that, in rural areas, school-level collective efficacy may be more strongly associated with delinquency than neighborhood-level collective efficacy.
Current Study
The objectives of this study were to conduct a preliminary investigation of student perceptions of rural neighborhood-level collective efficacy and student perceptions of school-level collective efficacy. This study contributes to existing literature on rural delinquency by investigating whether school-level collective efficacy is more closely related to self-reported delinquency than neighborhood-level collective efficacy while exploring the utility of the construct of school collective efficacy in rural schools.
Method

Procedure
All study procedures and measures were approved in advance by the institutional review board of the second author's institution. Eleven school districts were contacted regarding their interest in participating in the study, with nine of these schools located in Ohio and identified by the Ohio Department of Education as belonging to the rural typology category, Type I. The Ohio Department of Education described the rural typology as districts with high student poverty and small student population (Ohio Department of Education, 2015) . Two of the school districts contacted were in rural counties in Arkansas, but neither responded to invitations to participate. Of the 11 districts contacted, two southeast Ohio districts agreed to participate (henceforth referred to as District A and District B). The districts were located in two different federally designated Appalachian counties in Ohio and located roughly 20 miles from each other. Each district had one central school location for seventh through 12th grade. Both districts had similar student enrollment for grades 7-12 (District A ϭ 323; District B ϭ 354) during the 2015-2016 school year (Ohio Department of Education, 2016). District A (88% White) had slightly more racial diversity than District B (97% White); however, this difference was not statistically significant ( 2 [1] ϭ 3.37, p ϭ .07). Both districts had similar gender distribution (District A ϭ 50% male; District B ϭ 48% male).
Parents of potential participants were contacted through a consent letter sent home from school with students. Parents were given 2 weeks to return the consent forms if they did not want their child to participate. Of the approximately 675 students whose parents were sent letters, only three parent consent forms were returned indicating that parents refused to allow their children to participate. Adolescents with parent permission provided verbal assent immediately before survey distribution. Five students opted not to complete the survey and were given an alternative activity to complete by their teacher. Adolescents were allowed to work through the survey at their own pace and encouraged to ask the researcher to explain any questions and/or wording they did not fully understand. One particular question came up repeatedly; when completing the neighborhood collective efficacy measure, students would ask researchers, "What if I don't live in a neighborhood?" When provided with gentle prompting by the researcher to answer it based on their opinion of what their neighborhood is and then to do their best, students often demonstrated a confused or frustrated facial expression. However, when students were asked almost identical questions while completing the school collective efficacy measure, they were easily able to conceptualize their school and answer questions about school characteristics without clarification from the researcher.
Sample
A total of 208 surveys were collected from District A and 125 surveys were collected from District B, for a total of 333 collected surveys. As noted in Results, after data cleaning, 313 surveys were retained for analyses. The majority of respondents were ninth graders (32.6% of total sample; see Table 1 for sample distributions within each school), followed by 10th graders (28.8%), eighth graders (9.9%), seventh graders (8.0%), 11th graders (8.0%), and 12th graders (7.0%), and 18 students did not indicate a grade (5.8%). The reported gender of respondents was nearly evenly split between female (48.2%) and male (44.1%), whereas a small portion indicated that they either identified as a gender other than man and woman or indicated that they preferred not to answer (2.0%). A few students (5.8%) did not indicate their gender at all. Consistent with the demographics of rural Ohio, the large majority of the respondents were Caucasian (85.9%). There was little racial diversity, with a small portion reporting to be other (4.5%), Black (4.2%), Native American (1.9%), Asian (.6%), and Hispanic (.3%). Eight respondents (2.6%) did not indicate their race. As noted in Table 1 , the distribution of students from each grade was significantly different between Districts A and B. This was because on the day of data collection at District B, only the classroom serving 9th and 10th graders was made available to the researcher. Distributions of students by gender and race did not differ between districts.
Measures
Student perceptions of neighborhood collective efficacy. Based on the study by Sampson et al. (1997) , 10 items were used to assess perceptions of neighborhood collective efficacy. Consistent with one operational definition outlined by Marco et al. (2010) , students were asked to report on their self-defined neighborhood, and researchers did not prompt them on how to define their neighborhood. The collective efficacy scale included five items assessing the subscale of perceived informal social control, with participants responding to items such as "If a teen was showing disrespect to an adult, how likely is it that people in your neighborhood would scold that teen?" on a 5 point scale ranging from 1 ϭ very likely to 5 ϭ very unlikely. The remaining five items assessed the subscale of perceived social cohesion, with participants responding to items such as "People in my neighborhood are willing to help their neighbors" on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 ϭ strongly disagree to 5 ϭ strongly agree. The mean of the 10 items across both subscales was used to create the neighborhood collective efficacy total scale with acceptable internal consistency for the current sample (␣ ϭ .77). Student perceptions of school collective efficacy. School collective efficacy was measured using items created by Williams et al. (2011) , who modified Sampson et al.'s (1997) measure of neighborhood collective efficacy for application in a school context. Seven items, each assessed on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 ϭ really disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ agree, 4 ϭ really agree), were used to assess perceptions of school-level social cohesion. Informal social control was measured using eight items assessing the willingness of students and teachers to intervene in situations at school, including bullying. Similar to Sampson et al.'s (1997) measure of neighborhood-level informal social control, the current study assessed each item on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ very likely, 2 ϭ likely, 3 ϭ neither likely nor unlikely, 4 ϭ unlikely, 5 ϭ very unlikely). The total school collective efficacy scale was created by weighting the school social cohesion mean to transform it to a 5-point scale and then by taking the mean of the weighted school social cohesion and school social control scales. Internal consistency for the school collective efficacy scale in this study was acceptable (␣ ϭ .80).
Students' self-reported delinquency. Selfreported delinquency was assessed using a 37-item measure. The first 18 of these items were taken from the first wave of the National Youth Survey, a longitudinal study conducted from 1976 to 1987 (Elliot et al., 1996) . Thirteen items were reworded so that the respondent responded separately about the behavior occurring in school or out of school; items such as "driven a vehicle under the influence of alcohol or drugs" were not asked about separately for in school or out of school if it did not appear to make sense to separate them. Four new items were chosen to be added to the established measure in an effort to include additional forms of delinquency that may be more common among rural youth, such as "trespassed onto someone else's property or broken into a building"; two of these items were asked separately for in school and out of school. These added items were developed a priori by the first author, based on anecdotal experience gathered while conducting research and working clinically with rural populations. This resulted in a delinquency measure with 37 total items. Students indicated the frequency with which they engaged in each item within the past year on a 9-point scale ranging from 0 ϭ never to 8 ϭ 2-3 times a day, consistent with the original Self-Reported Delinquency measure (Elliot et al., 1996) .
A total delinquency count was calculated by dichotomizing all delinquency items 0 ϭ not within the past year, 1 ϭ within the past year. The sum of these dichotomized items resulted in a count variable ranging from 0 to 37 with high internal consistency in this sample (␣ ϭ .93). Although the items are measured on a frequency scale, it is most common for this scale to be analyzed as a variety count, particularly in community settings in which rates of delinquency are low (Elliot et al., 1996) . To explore differences between delinquent acts engaged outside of school and within school, separate counts were created for these two settings; however, because in-school and out-of-school delinquency were highly correlated at r ϭ .87 (p Ͻ .01), the total count across settings was used for remaining analyses.
Connectedness to school peers. Connectedness to peers at school was assessed using four items from an existing measure (Demanet2012 ), all items on this scale were summed into a total score. Internal consistency of this scale in this study was acceptable (␣ ϭ .77).
Results
Descriptive Statistics
After data cleaning, including discarding surveys with fewer than 10% of questions completed, the remaining 313 student surveys were used for analyses. Mean scores and standard deviations for variables of interest are reported in Table 2 . Notably, the mean score for the total delinquency scale (M ϭ 1.56) suggested that on average, students in this sample had a very low level of delinquent engagement over the past year. Frequencies were examined for all items on the delinquency measure, including the rural delinquency items added to Elliot et al.'s (1996) delinquency measure. A substantial minority of respondents reported to have not engaged in any delinquent behavior over the past year (21.4%). One item was endorsed by more than 50% of respondents as a behavior they had engaged in within the past year ("at school, cheated or copied someone else's work on an assignment, quiz, or test for a class," 59.4%). Several other items were endorsed by roughly one fifth or more of students ("skipped school without a legitimate excuse," 44%; "carried a hidden weapon not at school," 36%; "hit one of your parents or another relative," 20%; "trespassed onto someone else's property or broken into a building not at school," 20%; "while not at school, hit someone other than a relative," 19%; "hit someone other than a relative at school," 18%). As the delinquency count variable was significantly skewed, the log transformation was used for descriptive analyses, and negative binomial regression models were used for the regression analysis.
Bivariate correlations. Results of correlations for the primary variables examined are reported in Table 3 . Several significant bivariate effects emerged, with r values ranging from very small/not of practical significance (r Ͻ .20) to moderate (r Ͼ .50; Ferguson, 2009) . Older students reported significantly more delinquency. However, age was not significantly associated with student-perceived neighborhood or school collective efficacy, nor was it significantly associated with neighborhood or school-level informal social control or social cohesion. Students who reported greater connectedness to their school peers reported lower levels of delinquency. School collective efficacy and neighborhood collective efficacy were significantly positively correlated. Similarly, neighborhood informal social control was positively correlated with school informal social control, whereas neighborhood social cohesion also was positively correlated with school social cohesion. Both neighborhood-level and schoollevel collective efficacy, as well as neighborhood and school level informal social control and social cohesion, demonstrated small negative correlations with delinquency.
T Tests
Gender. T tests were conducted to examine whether there were significant mean differences by gender of student on the outcome and predictor variables of interest (see Table 4 ). No significant differences were found by student gender on de- linquency, neighborhood collective efficacy, or school collective efficacy. Additionally, no significant differences were found by student gender on neighborhood or school informal social control or social cohesion. As such, youth gender was not included in subsequent regression analyses. School membership. No significant differences were found by student school membership on delinquency. There were significant mean differences by school student attended on the neighborhood informal social control variable, with students attending District A reporting significantly lower levels of neighborhood informal social control compared with students attending District B. Students in District A also reported significantly lower levels of neighborhood social cohesion. No significant differences were found by student school membership on school informal social control, but students in District A reported significantly lower levels of school social cohesion compared with students attending District B.
Race. Similar to the racial makeup of the geographical area, most student respondents identified as White, with very few endorsing any other race. Given the small sample for non-White respondents, t tests compared the two groups of White students and students of color. White students reported significantly lower levels of delinquency compared with students of color, although this effect size is small (Hedge's g ϭ Ϫ.44; Ferguson, 2009). There were no significant mean differences by race for neighborhood collective efficacy, neighborhood informal social control, neighborhood social cohesion, school collective efficacy, school informal social control, or school social cohesion.
Regression Analysis
Negative binomial regression was used to examine differential associations of neighborhood and school collective efficacy with delinquency. Race and age were included as covariates because they were correlated with delinquency at the bivariate level. Three successive models were run to approximate a hierarchical approach: The first model included the two covariates, and the second model added neighborhood collective efficacy to examine main effects of this variable controlling for covariates. A third model added school collective efficacy to examine how school-level collective efficacy might influence delinquency beyond neighborhood collective efficacy. Regression results are presented in Table 5 . Race and age both significantly predicted delinquency. In examining the second model, neighborhood collective efficacy had a significant relationship with total delinquency, such that for every point increase on the neighborhood collective efficacy scale, youth reported 52% lower delinquency. In the third model, school collective efficacy also had a significant relationship with total delinquency, such that for every point increase on school collective efficacy, youth reported 89% lower delinquency. Once school collective efficacy was added into the third model, neighborhood collective efficacy was no longer significantly associated with total delinquency.
Moderated regression examining connectedness. An exploratory negative binomial regression analysis was conducted to examine the possibility that school peer connectedness moderated the effects of school collective efficacy on total delinquency. When school collective efficacy, race, and age were included in the model, connectedness was not significantly associated with total delinquency (B ϭ Ϫ.067, SE ϭ .141, odds ratio ϭ .935, p ϭ .63). The interaction term of connectedness and school collective efficacy was (B ϭ .007, SE ϭ .041, odds ratio ϭ 1.007, p ϭ .86).
Discussion
The current study introduces a new model of social influences on rural juvenile delinquency, filling a gap in the literature on rural community influences. This new model predicted that, in rural areas, school-level collective efficacy would be more strongly associated with delinquency, compared with neighborhood-level collective efficacy. This alternative model proposes that, in rural areas, schools act in the same role as neighborhoods in Sampson et al.'s (1997) model of collective efficacy. This especially may be true in rural settings in which school facilities and grounds are often the location of community gatherings, facilitating the social cohesion and social control processes that might take place at the neighborhood level in more densely populated areas. Additionally, rural schools are generally much more clearly defined and conceptualized than geographically determined rural neighborhoods. School districts have clear determinations in terms of who is part of your school community and who is not, whereas in rural areas the construct of neighborhood may be difficult to apply. Our proposed model was supported because school collective efficacy was found to better predict delinquency compared with neighborhood collective efficacy, although effect sizes for both constructs were small.
Examining School-Level Collective Efficacy
The current study supports existing research presenting school collective efficacy as a reliable and distinct social construct. The internal consistency for school informal social control and school social cohesion was acceptable, and these constructs were moderately correlated, supporting their application as distinct but related subscales of school collective efficacy. This is consistent with Ellonen's (2008) findings supporting the reliability of school-level informal social control as well as Oder's (2005) discussion of school-level social cohesion. Study findings also are consistent with Williams et al.'s (2011) support for both school-level informal social control and social cohesion as reliable constructs. Together, accumulated evidence supports the construct of school collective efficacy as comprised of internally consistent subscales. The measure of school collective efficacy was designed to be parallel to measures of neighborhood collective efficacy, allowing for direct comparison of school and neighborhood social influences (Williams et al., 2011) . The current study provides additional support for the reliability of measures of school and neighborhood collective efficacy within rural schools, a population largely understudied. It is important to note that in the current study, school collective efficacy and neighborhood collective efficacy are only moderately correlated, suggesting that school social influences are not necessarily equivalent to the neighborhoods in which they are located (Dunn, Milliren, Evans, Subramanian, & Richmond, 2015) .
School and Neighborhood Collective Efficacy and Delinquency in Rural Areas
Although neighborhood and school collective efficacy both were significantly associated with delinquency at the bivariate level, the effects of school collective efficacy were stronger and subsumed the effects of neighborhood collective efficacy when they were analyzed together. These findings support our assertion that schools have the potential to buffer negative neighborhood effects because a school high in social cohesion and informal social control may exert a stronger influence than a neighborhood, protecting students from developing delinquent behaviors even within neighborhoods with lower social cohesion or informal social control. School administrators and staff working in schools located in disadvantaged or high-risk neighborhoods have reason to hope that their efforts to improve school-level collective efficacy will lead to positive outcomes for their students. The results of this study, in combination with the steadily growing research on rural neighborhood effects (Barnett et al., 2002; Wells et al., 2004) , suggests that this may be particularly true for rural schools. In areas in which young people lack a cohesive sense of a defined neighborhood, it may be more effective to focus community-based intervention efforts on their schools.
Effects of perceived connectedness to school peers were not entirely as expected. Students reporting high connection to school peers reported lower rates of delinquency, but school connectedness did not moderate the effects of school collective efficacy. Other researchers have established the general positive outcomes associated with a sense of feeling connected to school, so it is consistent to observe similar associations with lower delinquency (Monahan, Oesterle, & Hawkins, 2010) . At the same time, the absence of a moderation effect indicates that perceived school collective efficacy may be strong enough to influence students' engagement in delinquent behaviors, regardless of how connected they feel to their peers at school. It appears that even students who do not feel personally connected to, or supported by, their peers at school can still view school as a place that generally monitors and manages the behavior of its students.
Strengths and Limitations
Only recently has collective efficacy, originally developed as a neighborhood construct, been conceptualized as existing within schools (Plank et al., 2009; Sapouna, 2010; Williams et al., 2011) . The current study found that the subscales of school informal social control and school social cohesion are consistent and together comprise the construct of school collective efficacy, supporting limited existing research. Another key strength of this study is that it utilized a rural sample. Rural populations are understudied across all aspects of psychology, not only in the juvenile delinquency and neighborhood literature. Rural populations also are largely underserved in terms of mental and physical health, community-level policies, and school-level prevention initiatives. This study supports those who advocate for the importance of recognizing the unique characteristics of rural communities and may open up a new path of study that will both inform general theories of community functioning and have practical applications for frontline mental health care providers, school administrators, and educational and judicial policymakers. Although urban neighborhoods come with their own disadvantages and challenges, the unique challenges of identifying and intervening in rural communities are important to recognize-As the current study demonstrates, theories developed with urban samples may need to be revised when they are applied to rural populations. An important contribution of this study is to propose, and provide preliminary support for, an alternative model of community influence in rural areas, in which school-level variables exert greater influence on juvenile delinquency when compared with neighborhood-level variables. We argue this distinction is the result of qualitative differences in what a neighborhood looks like between rural and urban settings and that future research should explore school settings as an alternative to neighborhoods when applying models developed in urban neighborhoods to rural communities.
A key limitation of this study is that the number of students who reported delinquency was low, likely because of the combination of a low base rate of many of the delinquent behaviors in this sample, combined with the smaller sample size. Several delinquency items were endorsed by five or fewer respondents. Given the predicted base rates of some of these behaviors, it is likely that with a larger sample size, there would be a higher overall frequency of endorsed delinquent items, which could yield more stable results. This limitation was anticipated prior to data collection, and researchers attempted to account for it by adding additional rural delinquency measures to Elliot et al.'s (1996) delinquency questionnaire. However, the rural delinquency items also were infrequently endorsed.
Additionally, although this study is one of the first of its kind regarding rural samples, this study only assessed two school districts. Rural schools, although similar in some ways, also can vary greatly from one another. Notably, neither of the two districts sampled in this study were consolidated schools. Past studies have explored the unique impact school consolidation can have on rural students, particularly their sense of community as it relates to the school (Sias, 2008) . In rural schools that are consolidated, school collective efficacy may be impacted and future research should examine possible differences between nonconsolidated and consolidated school districts. In a related limitation, with only two schools, it was not possible to examine school characteristics that might contribute to differences in student perceptions of school collective efficacy-For example, in the current sample, almost all respondents from District B were in 9th or 10th grade. Although it is possible that differences between schools are because of this imbalance in grade distribution, with only two districts, it was not possible to disentangle different school-level factors influencing student perceptions.
Another limitation of this study is that all items, but most notably the delinquency measure, were self-report, and adolescents completed all measures in a school setting. It is possible that fear of repercussions discouraged them from truthfully endorsing more delinquent acts, although evidence suggests that self-report methods are a reliable method for measuring delinquency (Thornberry & Krohn, 2000) . Measures of school-and neighborhood-collective efficacy were not originally designed to be compared, so items for the school social cohesion subscale were on a 4-point scale rather than the 5-point scale used for other subscales. In addition, it is important to note that school and neighborhood collective efficacy are individuallevel perceptions. Studies using aggregate measures of school or community characteristics may yield different patterns of findings. Another limitation of this study is that it is crosssectional in nature, and thus, it was not able to assess the potential directionality of the school characteristic-problem behavior relationship.
Conclusion and Practical Applications
This study demonstrates that school-level variables are more closely associated with delinquent behavior for students attending rural schools, relative to neighborhood-level variables. It is important to note that the effects of both school and neighborhood collective efficacy are small, suggesting that although school effects are stronger than neighborhood effects, other variables are likely to be more strongly associated with delinquency. This is consistent with urban neighborhood research, which tends to find that neighborhoods have smaller effects on delinquency than individual variables such as impulsivity, or family variables such as parental discipline (Aiyer, Williams, Tolan, & Wilson, 2013; Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Wei, Farrington, & Wikstrom, 2002) . Still, for community leaders, educators, and policymakers looking to intervene with rural youth, the current study suggests that improving school collective efficacy could play a small but significant role in reducing delinquency.
Perhaps the most striking evidence to support the importance of school-level constructs relative to neighborhood constructs in rural areas was an unexpected piece of qualitative data, indirectly gathered during data collection. Students often expressed confusion with the neighborhood collective efficacy measure, asking the researchers, "What if I don't live in a neighborhood?" They did not express such confusion about identifying their school when completing the school collective efficacy measure. This behavior reflects the unclear and subjective nature of rural neighborhoods and illustrates one significant barrier when trying to conduct research on rural neighborhoods (Marco et al., 2010) .
School collective efficacy was shown to be more strongly linked to delinquency, above and beyond the impact of neighborhood collective efficacy. This finding should be carefully considered by school administrators and board members when they are seeking out and developing policy and funding for their schools. It is possible that particular lines of funding, such as athletics, contribute to higher levels of informal social control (e.g., the basketball players who discourage a fellow teammate from fighting so he can play in the evening game), and/or social cohesion (e.g., students attending sporting events to demonstrate support in others, sharing chants, and a common goal), ultimately impacting overall collective efficacy and potentially the occurrence of delinquent behaviors in the school and/or local community. This also can be relevant to school administrators and board members when they are considering what types of policies they encourage in terms of student mingling between classes, during study halls and lunches, and after school in student parking lots. Implementing policies that promote collective efficacy is consistent with suggestions proposed in the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Division of Adolescent and School Health's (2012) School Health Policies and Practices Study, encouraging schools to consider developing a position for a school health coordinator or school health board to help promote a positive school environment.
Administrators and staff may need to balance a need for discipline and structure with the benefits to school social cohesion that could accrue from allowing students opportunities to build bonds and share connections (Hart & Mueller, 2013) . Without the knowledge and understanding that peers in the school ascribe to similar beliefs and values, students may perceive overall lower levels of social cohesion and thus be less likely to step in to informally manage the behavior of peers in the system (informal social control), ultimately impacting perceived collective efficacy. Faculty, staff, and administrators in rural schools are encouraged to recognize the importance of their school functioning as a community, rather than simply a learning institution, for students and possibly nonstudent community members. School officials should consider how their role as a community can be used as an asset to improve student outcomes inside and outside the school.
